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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to communication filed on 1 1/26/2007. 

2. Claims 1-38 are presented for examination. 

3. Amendments to the claims have been entered and considered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC $112 

4. The second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12 is directed to requirements for the 
claims: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out 
and distinctly claiming the subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 
There are two separate requirements set forth in this paragraph: 

(A) the claims must set forth the subject matter that applicants regard as their 

invention; and 

(B) the claims must particularly point out and distinctly define the metes and 
bounds of the subject matter that will be protected by the patent grant. 

Claims 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, since the 
claim recites the marketing criteria that at least partially dictates a predetermined 
number of purchase offers provided to the user or a manner in which the purchase 
offers are provided to the user, and this renders the claim indefinite, because it is 
unclear what the Applicant means by partially dictates. Does the marketing criteria 
dictate the number of offers presented is a Yes/No question. Also, it is unclear what the 
Applicant means by the manner in which the offers are provided. So, it is unclear what 
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the Applicant is trying to claim here. It is interpreted to mean that the marketing criteria 
dictates the number of purchase offers that are provide to the users. Appropriate 
con-ection is required. 

5. Claims 2, 3, 13, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
since the claim recites limiting and presenting the purchase offers from a respective 
supplier based upon the marketing criteria of the supplier and the seller, and there is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim, since it was not previously 
recited that purchase offers from a respective supplier were being limited. Instead, 
claim 1 recited purchase options were being provided by the suppliers. It is interpreted 
to mean that the purchase options from a supplier or the purchase offers from a seller 
are limited by the marketing criteria and then presented to users. Clarification is 
required. 

5. Claims 4-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, since the 
claims recites adjusting the provision of purchase offers, and it is unclear what the 
Applicant means by adjusting the provision of purchase offers, since there is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation, as a provision was not previously recited by the 
Applicant. It is interpreted to mean that the dollar amount, the number of purchase 
offers that are presented, or the order of purchase offers that are presented to the users 
are limited based on the monitoring. Furthermore, in claim 6, adjusting a location of a 
purchase offer is interpreted to mean the order in which offers are presented, since it is 
unclear what adjusting a location means. It could mean the location the offers are 
presented on a computer screen or the destination location. Clarification is required. 
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6. Claims 12 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 13 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, since the 
claim recites a system comprising of a processing element which comprises of code, 
and this renders the claim indefinite, because a system typically comprises of hardware 
components and not a computer program. So, it is unclear what the Applicant is trying 
to claim here. It is interpreted as a system comprising a computer usable medium. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC $ 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office 
action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless -(e) the invention was described in (1) an application 
for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed in the United States before the 
invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for 
purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international 
application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in 
the English language. 

7. Claims 1-7, 11-17, 19-25, 27, 28, 30-35, 37, and 38 are rejected under 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Harford et al. (Patent Number 6,826,543 hereinafter Harford). 

In reference to claims 1 and 20, Harford teaches a method for providing 
purchase offers, comprising: receiving, from a user, a purchase request including 
purchase profile information (abstract, col. 1 lines 52-62, col. 2 lines 26-31, col. 7 lines 
55 to col. 8 lines 55 , and col. 8 lines 62 to col. 9 lines 30); determining a set of 
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purchase options based on tlie purchase profile information (col. 1 lines 14-26 and col. 
10 lines 13-38); determining a point value for each purchase option based on 
characteristics associated with the respective purchase option (col. 12 lines 38 to col. 
13 lines 62 and Figures 16-18); and limiting and providing one or more purchase offers 
associated with respective purchase options based upon the point values for the 
purchase options and further based upon a marketing criteria of a supplier that provides 
the purchase option or a seller that provides the one or more purchase offers, wlierein 
ttie marketing criteria comprises at least one merctiandizing rule that at least partially 
dictates a predetermined number of purchase offers provided to the user or a manner in 
which the purchase offers are provided to the user (col. 13 lines 23 to col. 14 lines 56). 

8. In reference to claims 2, 3, 13, 14, 21, 22, 31, and 32, these dependent claims 
are further limiting the altemative limitation of a marketing criteria of a supplier and the 
marketing criteria of a seller, and since this alternative limitation of a marketing criteria 
of a supplier was not selected from the independent claims 1, 12, 20, and 30, the prior 
art still teaches the alternative limitation which was selected in claim regarding the 
marketing criteria of a seller, and therefore claims 2, 3, 13, 14, 21, 22, 31, and 32 do not 
need to be addressed as they pertain to the unselected altemative limitations of the 
independent claims. 

9. In reference to claims 4, 17, 25, and 35, Harford teaches the method and system 
further comprising: monitoring purchase transactions associated with a type of purchase 
option offered by a supplier (col. 14 lines 26-56); and adjusting the provision of 
purchase offers for the type of purchase option offered by the supplier based on the 
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monitoring (col. 10 lines 54-60 and col. 14 lines 26-56). 

1 0. In reference to claim 5, Harford teaches the method, wherein adjusting the 
provision of purchase offers includes: adjusting a number of times the type of purchase 
option offered by the supplier is included in a document that presents the purchase 

offers based on the monitoring {col. 14 lines 26-56). 

11. In reference to claims 6, 15, 23, and 33 Harford teaches the method and system, 
wherein adjusting the provision of purchase offers includes: adjusting a location of a 
purchase offer associated with the type of purchase option offered by a supplier in a 
document that presents the purchase offers based on the monitoring {col. 14 lines 26- 
56). 

1 2. In reference to claim 7, 16, 24, and 34, Harford teaches the method and system, 
wherein adjusting the provision of purchase offers includes: adjusting a format of a 

purchase offer associated with the type of purchase option offered by a supplier in a 
document that presents the purchase offers based on the monitoring {col. 14 lines 26- 
56). 

1 3. In reference to claims 11, 19, 27, and 37, Harford teaches the method and 
system further comprising constructing a plurality of data structures with each data 
structure containing no more than a predefined number of purchase options for a 
respective supplier, and wherein providing one or more purchase offers comprises 
providing one or more purchase offers from among the purchase options contained 
within the plurality of data structures (col. 11 lines 36 to col. 12 lines 15). 

14. In reference to claims 1 2 and 30, Harford teaches an offer generating module for 
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providing purcliase offers comprising: a processing element adapted to receive, from a 
user, a purcliase request including purchase profile information, said processing 
element also adapted to determine a set of purchase options based on the purchase 
profile information, said processing element further adapted to determine a point value 
for each purchase option based on characteristics associated with the respective 
purchase option, and said processing element additionally adapted to provide one or 
more purchase offers associated with respective purchase options based upon the point 
values for the purchase options and further based upon a marketing criterion of at least 
one of a supplier that provides the purchase option and a seller that limits and provides 
the one or more purchase offers (abstract, col. 1 lines 14-26 and 52-62, col. 2 lines 26- 
31, col. 7 lines 55 to col. 8 lines 55 , col. 8 lines 62 to col. 9 lines 30, col. 10 lines 13-38, 
col. 12 lines 38 to col. 14 lines 56, and Figures 16-18). 

1 5. In reference to claims 21 , and 31 , Harford teaches the method wherein providing 
one or more purchase offers comprises limiting the purchase offers from a respective 
supplier based upon the marketing criteria of the supplier or the seller (col. 13 lines 23 
to col. 14 lines 56). 

16. In reference to claims 22, and 32, Harford teaches the method wherein providing 
one or more purchase offers comprises presenting the purchase offers to the user in 
accordance with the marketing criteria of the supplier or the seller (col. 13 lines 23 to 
col. 14 lines 56). 

1 7. In reference to claims 28 and 38, Harford teaches the method and system 
wherein identifying a set of purchase options comprises selecting at least one database 
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of purchase options based upon at least one of the user and the purchase profile 

information, and subsequently searching the selected database to identify the set of 

purchase options (col. 9 lines 15-30 and col. 11 lines 1 to col. 12 lines 16). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC S 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

18. Claims 8-10, 18, 26, 29, and 36 are rejected under U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Harford in view of the article titled "Frustrated Fliers Say Fair Fare A 
Gamble," by Susan Glaser, The Plain Dealer, June 5, 2000, pg. I.A. (hereinafter 
Glaser). 

In reference to claim 8, Harforc/ teaches the method of providing purchase offers 
(col. 13 lines 23 to col. 14 lines 56) and determining a point value for each purchase 
option (col. 12 lines 38 to col. 13 lines 62 and Figures 16-18). Harford does not teach 
determining an initial value for each purchase option, and assessing a penalty for at 
least some purchase options based upon at least one of variations between the 
purchase profile information and the respective purchase option and availability of the 
respective purchase option. Glaser teaches determining an initial point value for each 
purchase option, and assessing a penalty for at least some purchase options based 
upon at least one of variations between the purchase profile information and the 
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respective purcliase option and availability of the respective purchase option (see at 
least page 1 paragraph 4, page 2 paragraph 25, and page 3 paragraphs 26 and 27). It 
would have been obvious to employ in Harford's method of providing purchasing offers 
the penalty assessment as taught by Glaser, since this would lead to providing more 
targeted purchasing options to the customers and would allow the customers to choose 
the appropriate product or service based on multiple types of criteria such as 
scheduling, pricing, inventory, and connections simultaneously. 
1 9. In reference to claim 9, Harford teaches determining a point value for each 
purchase option (col. 12 lines 38 to col. 13 lines 62 and Figures 16-18). Harford 
teaches the method wherein the purchase option is for purchasable items such as hotel 
rooms (col. 10 lines 13-53 and Figures 17 and 18). Harford does not specifically teach 
the method wherein the purchase option is a flight option, and wherein determining a 
value for each purchase option includes: determining a value for the flight option, 
assessing a penalty to the point value based on at least one of: i) a departure 
displacement time for the flight option compared to a requested departure time included 
in the purchase request, ii) a connection service type associated with the flight option, 
and ill) an inventory class status associated with the flight option. Glaser teaches the 
method wherein the purchase option is a flight option, and wherein determining a value 
for each purchase option includes: determining a value for the flight option, assessing a 
penalty to the point value based on at least one of: i) a departure displacement time for 
the flight option compared to a requested departure time included in the purchase 
request (page 2 paragraph 25 and page 3 paragraph 26), ii) a connection service type 
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associated witli tlie flight option (page 3 paragraph 27), and iii) an inventory class status 
associated with the flight option. It would have been obvious to employ in Harford's 
method of providing purchasing offers the options relating to purchasing flights as 
taught by Glaser, since flight tickets are a type of product that a user purchases online 

similar to hotel room purchases as taught by Harford. 

20. In reference to claim 1 0, Harford teaches the method wherein the purchase 
request comprises profile information (col. 9 lines 14-30 and col. 11 lines 1-10). Harford 
also teaches the method wherein the purchase option is for purchasable items such as 
hotel rooms (col. 10 lines 13-53 and Figures 17 and 18). Harford does not teach the 
method wherein the purchase request comprises a travel request including travel profile 
information, further comprising: identifying a plurality of candidate schedules based 
upon the travel request; determining availability of the plurality of candidate schedules; 
determining a price of at least those candidate schedules that are available, and 
wherein the value for each purchase option is determined for each of the candidate 
schedules that are available. Glaser teaches the method wherein the purchase request 
comprises a travel request including travel profile information, further comprising: 
identifying a plurality of candidate schedules based upon the travel request (page 2 
paragraph 15); determining availability of the plurality of candidate schedules (page 2 
paragraph 14); determining a price of at least those candidate schedules that are 
available (page 2 paragraphs 15 and 25 and page 3 paragraph 27), and wherein the 
value for each purchase option is determined for each of the candidate schedules that 
are available (page 2 paragraphs 15 and 25 and page 3 paragraph 27). It would have 
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been obvious to employ in Harford's method of providing purcliasing offers tlie options 
relating to purchasing flights as taught by Glaser, since flight tickets are a type of 
product that a user purchases online similar to hotel room reservations as taught by 
Harford, and a user would want to compare ticket prices before carrying out his 
purchase just like he would want to compare hotel rates before locking into a given 
hotel. 

21 . In reference to claims 1 8, 26, and 36, Harford teaches determining a point value 
for each purchase option (col. 12 lines 38 to col. 13 lines 62 and Figures 16-18). 
Harford does not teach the determining a value for each purchase option by determining 
an initial value for each purchase option, and by assessing a penalty for at least some 
purchase options based upon at least one of variations between the purchase profile 
information and the respective purchase option and availability of the respective 
purchase option. Glaser teaches the determining a value for each purchase option by 
determining an initial value for each purchase option, and by assessing a penalty for at 
least some purchase options based upon at least one of variations between the 
purchase profile information and the respective purchase option and availability of the 
respective purchase option (page 2 paragraphs 15 and 22). It would have been obvious 
to employ in Harford's method of providing purchasing offers the options relating to 
purchasing flights as taught by Glaser, since flight tickets are a type of product that a 
user purchases online similar to hotel room purchases as taught by Harford, and a user 
would want to compare ticket prices before carrying out his purchase just like he would 
want to compare hotel room prices before locking into a given hotel. 
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22. In reference to claim 29, Harford teaches the method wherein the purchase 
request comprises profile information (col. 9 lines 14-30 and col. 11 lines 1-10). Harford 
teaches the method wherein the purchase option is for purchasable items sucli as liotel 
rooms (col. 10 lines 13-53 and Figures 17 and 18) and scoring hotel room options (col. 
12 lines 23 to col. 13 lines 63). Harford does not teach the method wherein the 
purchase request comprises a travel request including travel profile information, further 
comprising: identifying a plurality of candidate schedules based upon the travel request; 
determining availability of the plurality of candidate schedules; determining a price of at 
least those candidate schedules that are available, and wherein the value for each 
purchase option is determined for each of the candidate schedules that are available. 
Glaser teaches the method wherein the purchase request comprises a travel request 
including travel profile information, further comprising: identifying a plurality of candidate 
schedules based upon the travel request (page 2 paragraph 15); determining availability 
of the plurality of candidate schedules (page 2 paragraph 14); determining a price of at 
least those candidate schedules that are available (page 2 paragraphs 15 and 25 and 
page 3 paragraph 27), and wherein the value for each purchase option is determined for 
each of the candidate schedules that are available (page 2 paragraphs 15 and 25 and 
page 3 paragraph 27). It would have been obvious to employ in Harford's method of 
providing purchasing offers the options relating to purchasing flights as taught by 
Glaser, since flight tickets are a type of product that a user purchases online similar to 
hotel room purchases as taught by Harford, and a user would want to compare ticket 
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prices before carrying out liis purchase just like he would want to compare hotel room 
offers before locking into a given hotel room. 

Response to Arguments 

23. Applicant's remarks/arguments filed on 1 1/26/2007 have been fully considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

24. Amendments to the claims 1 , 12-20, and 30-38 have been entered and 
considered. 

25. The previously made rejection under 35 USC § 101 has been removed in view of 
the amendment by the Applicant. 

26. Applicant's amendments have lead to the introduction of various 35 USC § 11 2 
second paragraph rejections as recited in the office action above. 

27. Applicants additional remarks are addressed to new limitations in the claims and 
have been addressed in the rejection necessitated by the amendments. 

Conclusion 

28. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 
706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 

1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Point of Contact 

Any Inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Namrata (Pinky) Boveja whose telephone number is 
571-272-8105. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 8:30 am to 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Ehc Stamber can be reached on 571-272-6724. The Central 
Fax Number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (BBC) at 1866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/N. B./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3622 
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